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WMRSS Phase Three Revisions

Summary of Section 4(4) Advice by Topic Area
1
Purpose

1.1
To provide an initial summary of the Advice submitted by the Section 4(4) Authorities by July 2008 in relation to the first stage of the WMRSS Phase Three Revision.

2
Recommendation
2.1
That the Group:

i) Note the Advice submitted by the Section 4(4) Authorities; and

ii) Consider and decide upon any issues which Policy Leads judge may require further attention.

3
Background

3.1
Under the provisions of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, the Regional Planning Body (RPB) may seek the advice of the Strategic Planning Authorities (known as the Section 4 (4) Authorities) in developing draft revisions to the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). This procedure was applied successfully in the RSS Phase Two Revision and helped to ensure that the Preferred Option, submitted to the Secretary of State in December 2007, was generally supported by Strategic Authorities.
3.2
A similar approach has been adopted in RSS Phase Three Revision, once again building on the strong working partnership that exists between the Assembly and the Strategic Authorities. 
3.3
The purpose of the Brief was to seek early advice from Strategic Authorities to help shape the Options relating to each of the topics being addressed in the Phase Three Revision. 
3.4
The Topics to be addressed by the WMRSS Phase Three Revision are:

· Rural services: To identify and prioritise the services that are critical to the sustainability of rural communities, and to identify mechanisms for promoting their provision;
· Communities for the Future: To identify the number of pitches required for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople;
· Culture, Sport and Tourism: To improve the provision of, and access to, quality cultural and sports assets and provide opportunities to increase the rate of participation / attendance in cultural activities;

· Environment: To further develop environmental policies in the RSS, including flood risk, air quality, renewable energy and Green Belt;

· Minerals: To develop policies on safeguarding mineral resources and the future supplies of construction aggregates and brick clay.

3.5 The attached papers summarise the Advice provided by the Section 4(4) Authorities by topic. Officer consideration would be particularly helpful on issues where there is need for further clarification and issues where there are potential new linkages with either the original RSS, draft Phase 2 policies or other Phase 3 policies.
John Pattinson – WMRA Planning Team
David Clarke – WMRA Planning Team
Rural Renaissance – Critical Rural Services
Critical Rural Services - Summary of S.4.4 Responses

General overview of the responses
· No clear consensus on whether ‘critical’ or ‘important and measurable’ is better.  All agree that there are no easy answers.


· Accessibility to services for particular population groups is the key issue.  Agreement that all definitions of remote/accessible/rural etc. have limitations and that data is limited.


· There are difficulties in applying a single approach or framework to all settlements in all parts of the region.  Flexibility and local discretion must be allowed.


· Mixed response to the ‘service deficit’ or ‘service centre deficit’ approach.  Strong concerns that this could conflict with PPS7, overall RSS strategy and Phase 2 preferred option.


· Feeling that RSS is too blunt a tool to address the issues.  It can provide a broad framework, encouragement and give some pointers but should not be overly prescriptive.


· A multi-agency/partners/community-based approach is required but RSS cannot provide specific policy guidance on this.  Existing policies may need tweaking but otherwise there is sufficient flexibility.

Question RS1a

Whether it is overly simplistic to attempt to define “critical” rural services but more helpful to define services that are “important and measurable” (following the Defra / CRC Rural Services Data, as suggested by SQW) within a given settlement?

General agreement that attempting to define ‘critical’ services is overly simplistic but also reservations about the use of CRC/Defra data, as suggested by SQW, to define ‘important and measurable’ services.

Agreed that some sort of benchmark is required against which to judge whether service provision is acceptable in a given location, for a given population, at a given time.

There is not a simple relationship between settlement type, place in hierarchy or size and actual or ideal service provision.

Larger settlements have working as well as residential populations and these may generate different but also complementary needs, demand and provision.  Larger, or more important, settlements would be expected to provide certain services and their absence or loss, may adversely affect the function of that settlement.

Accessibility is a key factor in service provision - both physically and, increasingly, remotely (e.g. electronically).

The CRC Rural Services Data has its limitations - notably that it measures services which it was possible to measure and for which good data existed.

Coventry and Warwickshire were somewhat out on a limb in advocating that a list of Critical Services could be defined.

Question RS1b

Following on from 1a, is it preferable and practicable to define a list of ‘critical’ or important and measurable’ services within RSS or should this be left to local determination?

There was a view that there needed to be consistency across the region in defining either critical or important and measurable services.  However, some authorities felt that this should not be emphasised in RSS policy, nor should it be linked to a prescriptive settlement hierarchy.

Shropshire and Worcestershire advocated guidance in RSS on those services that are important but also flexibility and encouraging LDF’s to address.

It would be more helpful for RSS to provide a policy framework linked to accessibility - e.g. use of tools such as ‘Accession’ and GIS.

Question RS2a

How practical and useful would it be to access the level of “service deprivation” in settlements?

‘Service deprivation’ is agreed to be an important issue but should be considered in relation to particular population groups rather than settlements themselves.  Typical groups include the elderly and 17-25 year olds without a car etc.

Nevertheless, a fairly sophisticated and detailed spatial assessment of service deprivation could help to identify ‘hot spots’ or ‘cold spots’ or locations where accessibility (if not physical presence) of services is good/poor.

Question RS2b

What methodology might be adopted for such audits?

The Index of Multiple Deprivation provides a general indicator of the pattern of service deprivation and the CRC Rural Services data could form the basis of service checklists for settlements.  However, the limitations of all data sets and measures - as highlighted in response to QRS1a and QRS2a, should be borne in mind.

Furthermore, any methodology would not be useful at regional level and should be used only as a starting point for local analysis - for example down to Parish level.

Question RS3a

Is the differentiation between rural areas (and the settlements within them) on the basis of “accessible” and “remote”, helpful and should it be at LAD or SOA level?

The differentiation of settlements between ‘accessible’ and ‘remote’ has only limited usefulness across the region.  It is seen as a valid broad descriptor of different parts of the region but not applicable to policy on rural services.  There are few parts of Warwickshire and Worcestershire, for example, that are “remote” (from the MUA), yet there are problems of service deprivation - experienced by certain population groups experiencing accessibility problems.  Therefore, whether this is measured at LAD or SOA level is irrelevant.

Shropshire, however, considered that, as argued in the SQW study, the distinction can be helpful.  They considered that it throws light on the issue of ‘remote’ market towns which, nevertheless, are relatively well provided with services.  The corollary of “accessible” settlements that do not provide a wide range of services (e.g. in Warwickshire and Worcestershire) is also noted.

Question RS3b

Would this approach be more helpful in your circumstances than the Defra classification around Rural-50 and Rural-80 etc?

Despite the limitations of the ‘remote’ / ‘accessible’ classification, set out alone, the Defra classification finds little favour in relation to the rural services issue.

The Defra technical guide itself recommends that “the classification is not used to inform detailed policy design (e.g. for targeting local service delivery)”.

Question RS3c

Can you suggest an alternative methodology that would be more appropriate?

There is no consensus on an alternative methodology, other than that it would need to be capable of reflecting varying population characteristics, needs, levels of economic and access deprivation.

However, ‘Accession’ software is proposed by Herefordshire and Worcestershire.

Question RS4a
Should the RSS and local policy focus on identifying settlements and their catchments suffering from a service deficit and aim to increase service provision, potentially by seeking to increase daytime economic activity, by for example achieving a better balance between housing and employment, rather than directing development to settlements where services already exits?

Some respondents interpreted this question as implying that additional housing development should be directed to settlements to overcome a service deficit.  There is concern that this might conflict with overall RSS strategy and/or would be ineffective.  There are also some concerns that seeking to achieve a better balance between employment and housing could, in some circumstances, conflict with CF2 and RR3 and even PPS7.  However, some authorities (Shropshire & Telford & Wrekin) believe that there could be scope to allocate development, at least partly with the aim of addressing service deficits, provided that SSD’s and larger market towns are included in the model and that it is within the overall context of rural and urban reassurance.  There is also a view that these decisions are best taken at LDF level.

Question RS4b

If this “service centre deficit” approach suggested that economic activity in settlements in “accessible” rural areas should be encouraged, could this be reconciled with the fundamental principles of RSS strategy and particularly policies to resist development of “accessible” rural areas at the expense of the MUA’s (such as RR1C)?

The responses generally reiterate the concerns expressed about RS4a: that, unless fairly large amounts of development are allocated (which would conflict with PPS7 and RSS Policies), it will be ineffective and that is impossible to surgically introduce just the right amount of economic activity to address a service deficit.

Shropshire argue that this approach could be consistent with urban and rural renaissance aims but acknowledge that it would require a very precise, sensitive and careful approach on a settlement by settlement basis.

Question RS4c

Would this approach imply even stronger policies than current RSS policy (e.g. RR3) favouring employment and service growth in “remote” market towns?

Overall consensus is that there is sufficient flexibility in existing RR3 to accommodate a service centre deficit approach.  Caution against over-simplicity is reiterated.

Question RS4d

Should this approach be specifically extended to smaller settlements and villages or is the discretion currently afforded by RR3 sufficient?

Again, the overriding view is of the need for caution in order not to conflict with PPS7 or undermine the overall RSS strategy or the Phase 2 Preferred Option by opening the door to unsustainable levels of development.

However, there is recognition that the flexibility within existing policies to encourage development, particularly employment and service provision, of appropriate scale within the range of rural settlements should be exploited to the full.

Question RS5a

How can RSS support mechanisms to improve the direct provision of services, such as through multi-agency, cross sector working and multi-use buildings, with a high degree of community involvement in their planning and delivery?

RSS policy should provide the framework to encourage local authorities, partners and communities to analyse and assess local needs and opportunities - it should avoid being overly prescriptive.

The Integrated Regional Strategy will provide an opportunity to join up spatial and economic development policy and implementation.

Question RS5b

How can RSS support greater innovation in the remote provision of services, such as through greater use of ICT solutions?

Again, RSS policy should provide encouragement and signposting towards local partnership working through RSS Implementation Strategy/IRS, LSP’s Sustainable Community Strategies.  LAA’s LDF’s, Rural Delivery Frameworks and drawing on examples of Community-based initiatives highlighted by the Pathfinders.

Question RS5c

Should the development plan specify policies and mechanisms, such as developer contributions, to lever in private sector funding help achieve these aims?

Where there is a good evidence base, there is qualified support for the use of mechanisms such as restricting changes of use and encouraging joint use and appropriate developer contributions.  However, a number of respondents saw no need or justification for RSS to get into the detail of developer contributions.

Nick Taylor

Rural Renaissance Policy Lead

18 August 2008
Communities for the Future –
Sites for Gypsies, Travellers & Travelling Showpeople

FIRST DRAFT

	WEST MIDLANDS REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY PHASE THREE REVIEW

NOTE ON SECTION 4(4) ADVICE

HOUSING: GYPSIES, TRAVELLERS AND TRAVELLING SHOWPEOPLE



PREPARED FOR

WEST MIDLANDS REGIONAL ASSEMBLY

BY
CENTRE FOR URBAN AND REGIONAL STUDIES

UNIVERSITY OF BIRMINGHAM

AUGUST 2008

CONTENTS










Page 

1. Introduction






  1

2. The Advice






  2

3. Experience Elsewhere





11

4. Possible Ways Forward





16

1.  INTRODUCTION

1.  Strategic authorities have submitted their Section 4(4) Advice to the West Midlands Regional Assembly in connection with Phase Three of the Regional Spatial Strategy Revision. This note covers the Advice relating to Housing: Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople. The first section summarises the main points from the Advice in terms of pitch requirements and options for their distribution between local planning authorities. The second section looks at how other Regions have gone about developing pitch distribution options. The final section suggests ways in which the Regional Assembly might move towards developing Options for sustainability appraisal and consultation.

2.  In brief the conclusions are:

· The Advice broadly supports the figures for pitch requirements estimated by the six sub-regional Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessments (GTAAs).

· Authorities have not felt able to go beyond the GTAAs in making estimates where the GTAA failed to provide figures for all periods and types of site; they have neither supported nor rejected the figures suggested to fill some of these gaps in Appendix Table A2 of the Overview of Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessments (May 2008). The Advice does not, therefore, further assist the Assembly in producing comprehensive estimates of pitch/plot requirements. There are also inconsistencies in the Advice related to time periods (bringing GTAA information into line with the RSS time periods).
· The Advice Brief asked authorities to provide figures for three pitch distribution Options. No numerical Advice has been received beyond Option 1 ‘need where it arises’, based on the GTAAs. Reasons for not suggesting other Options include both lack of information on which to make estimates, and belief that need should be met in the area it arises.

· The Advice does not, therefore, assist the Regional Assembly in developing Options.

· The three southern Regions adopted different approaches in their RSS Reviews:

· South West – consulted on a single ‘need where it arises’ option. This forms the basis for the Draft Revised Regional Spatial Strategy for the South West Incorporating the Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes following Examination in Public.

· East of England – consulted on 2 Options: ‘need where it arises’ and a more even distribution in which all authorities provide at least 15 residential pitches; the latter forms the Preferred Option which will be subject to Examination in Public in October 2008.
· South East – 4 Options developed for consultation: ‘need where it arises’ + 3 variant Options based on planning opportunities and constraints. 

· The Regional Assembly might seek further Advice to clarify outstanding issues. This seems likely to be more effective following a proactive approach in which authorities are asked to react to proposals for filling gaps in pitch requirement figures and distribution Options.

2.  THE ADVICE
3.  Table 1 summarises the groupings of authorities offering Advice, and the relevant GTAAs referred to. Numerical Advice for authorities included in more than one submission remains the same. As can be seen, there is no simple relationship between strategic authorities, Advice groupings and GTAAs.


	Table 1 : Advice Groupings and Related GTAAs

	Advice
	Authorities
	GTAAs

	Staffordshire County Council
	Staffordshire County
	North HMA; A5 Corridor (part)

	Stoke-on-Trent City Council
	Stoke-on-Trent
	North HMA

	Shropshire County Council
	Shropshire County
	West (part)

	Herefordshire Council
	Herefordshire
	West (part)

	Worcestershire County Council
	Worcestershire County
	South HMA (part)

	Coventry/Solihull/ Warwickshire Forum
	Coventry, Solihull, Warwickshire County
	Birmingham/Coventry/ Solihull (part); A5 Corridor (part); South HMA (part)

	Birmingham City Council
	Birmingham
	Birmingham/Coventry/ Solihull (part)

	Solihull Council
	Solihull
	Birmingham/Coventry/ Solihull (part)

	Dudley MBC
	Dudley
	Black Country

	Sandwell MBC
	Sandwell
	Black Country

	Walsall Council
	Walsall
	Black Country

	Wolverhampton City Council
	Wolverhampton
	Black Country

	Metropolitan Area/ City Region
	Birmingham, Coventry, Dudley, Sandwell, Walsall, Wolverhampton, Centro
	Birmingham/Coventry/ Solihull (part); Black Country


Pitch/Plot Additional Requirements (GT2-GT8)

4.  The Advice Brief (questions GT2 to GT7) asked for details of pitch requirements for different types of site: permanent; transit and Travelling Showpeople for the periods 2006-2011 and 2011-2016. Table 2 overleaf summarises the Advice submitted at district level. This should be read in conjunction with Table 3 which summarises any additions or qualifications to the figures provided by the Advice, and our comments on these.

	Table 2 : Summary of Advice on Pitch Requirements

	
	Permanent pitches
	Transit pitches
	Travelling Showpeople plots

	
	2006-2011 (GT2)
	2011-2016 (GT3)
	2006-2011 (GT4)
	2011-2016 (GT5)
	2006-2011 (GT6)
	2011-2016 (GT6)

	Cannock Chase
	25
	8
	5
	NA
	5
	NA

	East Staffordshire
	11
	4
	5
	NA
	0
	NA

	Lichfield
	9
	1
	5
	NA
	0
	NA

	Newcastle-under-Lyme
	15
	4
	5
	NA
	5
	NA

	South Staffordshire
	32
	15
	5
	NA
	13
	NA

	Stafford
	22
	12
	2
	NA
	0
	NA

	Staffordshire Moorlands
	2
	0
	2
	NA
	0
	NA

	Tamworth
	6
	1
	5
	NA
	0
	NA

	Stoke-on-Trent
	29
	9
	10
	NA
	0
	NA

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bridgnorth
	5
	1
	SP
	Review
	0
	NA

	North Shropshire
	22
	16
	SP
	Review
	0
	NA

	Oswestry
	8
	5
	SP
	Review
	4
	NA

	Shrewsbury & Atcham
	10
	3
	1 site
	Review
	0
	NA

	South Shropshire
	18
	5
	SP
	Review
	0
	NA

	Telford & Wrekin
	24
	10
	1 site
	0
	5
	0

	Herefordshire
	83
	26
	SP
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bromsgrove
	0
	NA
	0
	NA
	0
	NA

	Malvern Hills
	26
	NA
	10
	NA
	8
	NA

	Redditch
	0
	NA
	18
	NA
	14
	NA

	Worcester
	16
	NA
	20
	NA
	0
	NA

	Wychavon
	40
	NA
	20
	NA
	0
	NA

	Wyre Forest
	30
	NA
	0
	NA
	0
	NA


	Table 2 : Summary of Advice on Pitch Requirements (continued)

	
	Permanent pitches
	Transit pitches
	Travelling Showpeople plots

	
	2006-2011 (GT2)
	2011-2016 (GT3)
	2006-2011 (GT4)
	2011-2016 (GT5)
	2006-2011 (GT6)
	2011-2016 (GT6)

	North Warwickshire
	12
	5
	5
	NA
	0
	NA

	Nuneaton & Bedworth
	20
	1
	5
	NA
	1
	NA

	Rugby
	48
	14
	5
	NA
	0
	NA

	Stratford-on-Avon
	34
	NA
	10
	NA
	0
	NA

	Warwick
	11
	NA
	15
	NA
	0
	NA

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Birmingham
	16
	3
	10
	0
	c20 acre site re-location
	0

	Coventry
	-4
	3
	SP
	NA
	0
	NA

	Dudley
	4
	7
	0
	6-7 in BC
	2
	3

	Sandwell
	0
	1
	0
	6-7 in BC
	5
	5

	Solihull
	17
	9
	SP
	NA
	0
	NA

	Walsall
	18
	18
	NA
	NA
	12
	17

	Wolverhampton
	NA (BC = 38)
	NA (BC = 44)
	NA (BC = 0)
	NA (BC = 6-7)
	NA (BC = 21)
	NA (BC = 26)


	Table 3 : Summary of Additional Points from Advice on Pitch Requirements and Comments

	Staffordshire County Council

	
	The Advice does not provide pitch figures at either county or district level but comments: ‘the County Council as a S4(4) authority has no cause or evidence to question the findings in relation to overall requirements of the two GTAA studies covering the County’.

	
	I have interpreted this as support for GTAA figures at county and district; these are included in Table 2.

	
	‘It is suggested that further examination is given of the figures contained within the GTAAs to eliminate the risk of potential double counting. This is potentially an issue with respect to the provision of transient pitches.’

	
	I do not think that double counting is serious for transient pitches – their purpose is to allow Gypsies and Travellers to move around, potentially within the county as well as while passing through.

	
	Considers it premature to go to district level for the period beyond 2012 before distributional issues are resolved.

	
	The GTAA figures for the later period are in italics in Table 2.

	Stoke-on-Trent City Council

	
	Follows the GTAA. No estimates are provided beyond 2012 in the GTAA for transit pitches or Travelling Showpeople plots and none are offered in the Advice.

	
	Comments that the GTAA notes that the additional site required for Travelling Showpeople (5 plots) should be met in either Newcastle-under-Lyme or Stoke-on-Trent.

	Shropshire County Council

	
	Follows the GTAA estimates.

	
	Following the GTAA has implications: the need for stopping places (rather than formal transit provision) is not quantified; there is no estimate for Travelling Showpeople for the later period.

	
	Notes that the GTAA is based on Housing Act rather than planning definitions of Gypsies and Travellers and may therefore produce figures higher than the planning totals. It has been agreed that these should be met.

	
	This point particularly impacts on New Travellers. While not remarked on in the Advice, the same factor may apply in Herefordshire.

	
	Notes that collaboration is needed with Telford & Wrekin since 2 transit sites are required in this part of the sub-region.

	
	(GT8) A sub-regional partnership has been formed to carry agenda forward.

	Telford & Wrekin Council

	
	Follows the GTAA estimates.

	
	The GTAA did not estimate Travelling Showpeople plots beyond 2012; this is not necessarily a zero.

	Herefordshire

	
	Follows the GTAA estimates.

	
	These have been revised (downwards) since the production of the Overview report. The figures included in the Advice are accurate.


	Table 3 : Summary of Additional Points from Advice on Pitch Requirements and Comments (Continued)

	Worcestershire County Council

	
	Follows the GTAA estimates.

	
	This has implications: there are no estimates for the second time period for any type of site; the transit pitches proposed in the GTAA are stopping places rather than formal provision – including numbers is inconsistent with Shropshire, Herefordshire, Coventry and Solihull and possibly other areas where only formal provision is included.

	Coventry-Solihull-Warwickshire Forum

	
	Follows the GTAA estimates.

	
	There are no estimates for the second time period for all types of sites in Stratford-on-Avon and Warwick, and for transit pitches and Showpeople plots in all areas.

	
	(GT8) The future of a 25 pitch site in Solihull is affected by the proposed runway extension at Birmingham International Airport. This could affect the level of need for permanent pitches in Solihull.

	
	Comments that the GTAAs make different assumptions for growth in the second time period. There is need for a much more detailed assessment of future need at regional and sub-regional level which looks further at locational aspects. 

	
	This comment is repeated in relation to the Options.

	Birmingham City Council

	
	Follows the GTAA.

	
	The GTAA and Advice both leave undetermined the location and number of plots involved in the re-location of an overcrowded site for Travelling Showpeople in Birmingham.

	Solihull Council

	
	No relevant points in addition to Coventry-Solihull-Warwickshire.

	Dudley MBC

	
	Follows the GTAA, but amends all figures on a pro-rata basis to adjust the GTAA estimates for 2008-2018 to the requested 2006-2016 time periods. 

	
	The pro rata adjustment for time periods is adopted by all Black Country GTAAs. The basis appears to be to take three-fifths of the 2008-2013 requirement estimate for 2006-2011; the remaining need is added to three-fifths of second period need to reach a figure for 2011-2016. This inconsistent with all other Advice which has presented figures as in the GTAA for the first full 5 year period, which usually relates to 2007-2017. The logic is debatable.

	
	The 2006-2011 figure for permanent pitches has also been adjusted to take account of 6 additional existing pitches excluded from the GTAA survey.

	
	I have no information about this or whether the amendment is justified.

	
	Transit requirements in the GTAA were not attributed to a local authority and Black Country figures are provided.

	
	Again this approach is adopted by all Black Country authorities.


	Table 3 : Summary of Additional Points from Advice on Pitch Requirements and Comments (Continued)

	Sandwell MBC

	
	Sandwell is providing 6 additional pitches at an existing site, and these have been factored into permanent need figures 2006-2011.

	
	Reasonable

	Walsall Council

	
	Follows the GTAA, but amends all figures on a pro-rata basis to adjust the GTAA estimates for 2008-2018 to the requested 2006-2016 time periods.

	
	See comments under Dudley MBC.

	
	Transit requirements in the GTAA were not attributed to a local authority and Black Country figures are provided.

	
	See comments under Dudley MBC.

	Wolverhampton City Council

	
	No figures are provided under any heading for Wolverhampton alone.

	
	One approach to this omission would be to calculate the difference between the Black Country total and the figures in the Advice from the other authorities. This would produce:

Permanent pitches 2006-2011                     16

Permanent pitches 2011-2016                     18

Transit pitches 2006-2011                             0

Transit pitches 2011-2016                           NA

Travelling Showpeople plots 2006-2011       2

Travelling Showpeople plots 2011-2016       1


5.  The Advice basically re-iterates the findings of the sub-regional GTAAs. No Advice goes beyond what is explicitly estimated in a GTAA. The Black Country authorities have amended GTAA figures to convert from the GTAA time periods 2008-2013 and 2013-2018 to the requested 2006-2011 and 2011-2016. This means that their first period requirement relates to 3 years only and has been reduced on a pro rata basis. No other Advice adopts this approach although other GTAAs either run from 2007-2017 or relate to Years 1-5 without being specified.

6.  The Advice is positive in the sense of not seeking to amend requirements downward as has happened in the South East (see below). However, it leaves the Assembly with some outstanding issues which must be resolved:

· Should all pitch/plot requirement estimates be adjusted as in the Black Country to take account of the differences between RSS planning period and GTAA estimates (which will have the effect of apparently reducing first period requirements), or should the Black Country figures be restored to a full 5 year period? Consistency of approach is important.

· How are gaps in the requirement figures to be resolved where the GTAA and Advice offer no figures? This relates particularly to estimates for the second time period for some types of site, and to the treatment of ‘stopping places’ and unquantified or un-located transit need. Table A2 in the Appendix to the Overview report attempted to do this.

Distribution of Additional Pitch Number (GT9-GT12)

7.  Table 4 summarises Advice provided on the questions in the Brief relating to Options for distributing additional pitch/plot numbers. Numerical Advice and qualitative comments are included.

	Table 4 : Summary of Advice on Distribution of Additional Pitch Numbers

	GT9 Option 1 : What should be the accommodation requirements on the basis of ‘need where it arises’ (GTAA results)?

	Numbers

	
	GTAA figures as set out in Table 2 are given by all Advice groups except:

· Worcestershire County Council

· Wolverhampton City Council

Neither offers any figures for Option 1.



	Qualitative comments

	
	Comments explaining failure to provide Option 1 figures:

· Worcestershire : impossible in the time and with the information available.

· Wolverhampton : the RSS revision should identify sub-regional figures only for the Black Country as a whole; the Black Country Joint Core Strategy should provide individual authority pitch allocations. This principle has been established for overall housing targets. This argument is repeated for each Option.

Other comments:

· Stoke-on-Trent City Council : the GTAA does not include predictions of need from people outside the Study Area.

· Herefordshire Council : some of the additional pitches required might be met through existing unauthorised sites being regularised rather than at new locations.

· All Metropolitan Councils except Wolverhampton strongly support this Option as a matter of principle unless the GTAA reveals a functional relationship with another area (or expressed preferences by Gypsies and Travellers : Solihull). Dudley and Sandwell note that this Option is based on GTAAs which are local authority specific and highlight family and community support networks as key issues.




	Table 4 : Summary of Advice on Distribution of Additional Pitch Numbers (Continued)

	GT10 Option 2 : What should be the accommodation requirements on the basis of defined Planning Criteria?

	Numbers

	
	No figures were provided for this Option. Advice from several authorities re-stated Option 1 figures.

	Qualitative comments

	
	Three different reasons were given for not providing figures:

· There is no information on which to base Advice because the GTAA did not provide such figures.

· It is not possible to make assessments in isolation from other parts of the Region. There has been too little time since the completion of GTAAs for planning and housing staff to liaise.

· The distribution should be on a ‘need where it arises’ basis as in Option 1.

Staffordshire County Council summarises planning considerations for each District but draws no conclusions.

	GT11 : Option 3 : What should be the accommodation requirements on the basis of a more equitable distribution of provision across the Region in which all authorities make some contribution to meeting Regional needs?

	Numbers

	
	No figures were provided for this Option. Advice from some authorities re-stated Option 1 figures.

	Qualitative comments

	
	Reasons for not providing figures were similar to those given under Option 2.

Other comments:

· Staffordshire County Council would support the production of an Option based on a more equitable distribution. Possible approaches are suggested : reflect the general housing strategy from Phase 2 of the RSS Revision; pro-rata division based on total households or population.

· Shropshire County Council notes that there is some scope within the prospective unitary authority to redistribute within north, south and central planning areas.

· Worcestershire County Council comment that the County has the highest current provision. Any attempt at a more equitable distribution should not increase the contribution required from the County. The Council also expresses concern over the availability of funding allocations to the Authority for provision of additional pitches.

	GT12 : Option 4 : Any other distribution of the number of pitches required for each local planning authority in your area

	Numbers

	
	No alternative Option was offered.


8.  The table shows:

· Not all authorities endorse even the GTAA figures as a basis for Option 1 distribution at district level (Worcestershire County Council and Wolverhampton).

· No Advice offers numbers for Options 2, 3 or 4.

· Comments suggest that this is sometimes because of lack of evidence on which to base figures, sometimes it reflects the principle that need should be met where it arises.

· Metropolitan authorities, Shropshire and Herefordshire all argue that, in principle, the accommodation needs or Gypsies and Travellers should be met in the authority in which they arise. All are, or will be, unitary authorities.

· It is hard to gauge from comments whether there is any support for the principle of using planning considerations to generate an Option at regional level.

· There is one indication of support (Staffordshire) for an Option based on a more equitable distribution.

9.  The Advice clearly does not help the Regional Assembly develop pitch distribution Options. The following section looks at experience elsewhere as a possible guide to future action.

3.  EXPERIENCE ELSEWHERE

10.  RSS Reviews relating to Gypsy and Traveller pitch provision are further advanced in the three southerly Regions of England (excluding London). Each has adopted a different approach.

South West

11.  The South West Regional Assembly consulted on a single preferred pitch distribution for additional permanent and transit pitches for the period 2006-2011. This was based on Section 4(4) Advice and other technical advice from local authorities, in turn based on evidence from completed or emerging GTAA findings. The initial consultation did not make clear whether the plot needs of Travelling Showpeople were included in the figures or not.

12.  GTAAs were benchmarked after the consultation had commenced. Benchmarking found some GTAAs were not robust and made suggestions for ways in which pitch requirement estimates could be improved. The Regional Assembly also commissioned advice to clarify the treatment of Travelling Showpeople in GTAAs and to provide a regional assessment of their needs.

13.  An Examination in Public was held in March 2008. Reports of the benchmarking and Travelling Showpeople work was submitted to the EiP Panel. Broadly local authorities supported the consultation figures, with some specific exceptions where better information had come to light or an authority wished to present evidence that planning constraints limited their ability to accommodate the proposed pitch numbers. Representatives of Gypsy and Traveller bodies argued that pitch figures were too low, especially those for transit needs in a Region with high numbers of nomadic New Travellers. In some instances they produced evidence of caravans and Travellers which they claimed had not been included in the relevant GTAA.

14.  The Panel report, published in June 2008, did not question the appropriateness of having examined only a single pitch requirement distribution. It concluded that the GTAAs probably under-stated need, but were not so flawed as some Gypsy and Traveller bodies suggested. The Panel proposed revisions to pitch requirement figures in the light of benchmarking (all suggestions adopted) and a few specific authorities’ allocations were increased in response to evidence presented at the EiP. In their comments, the Panel specifically rejected making arbitrary allocations of pitches to all authorities. This was urged on them by some Gypsy and Traveller bodies who argued that there should be no ‘no go’ areas where Gypsies and Travellers are unable to live legally in caravans. The Panel argued that there is no evidence on which to base such an approach. However, they appear to have examined carefully any zero allocations, and have proposed a pragmatic requirement of 5 transit pitches in all authorities unless there is evidence that unauthorised encampments never occur. There were also comments to the effect that infrastructure and other planning constraints are unlikely to preclude any authority from meeting its pitch requirements; such factors were seen, therefore, as much less significant at regional than at local level. Overall, the Panel seems to have taken the view that allocations at local authority level should be based on evidence of need; the importance of establishing where Gypsies and Travellers want to live was stressed, although it was acknowledged that GTAAs are often deficient in this respect.

15.  The Panel’s proposals have been adopted virtually unchanged in the Draft Revised Regional Spatial Strategy for the South West Incorporating the Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes issued for consultation in July 2008 (including an apparent Panel error in the requirements of one county). The Draft Revised RSS also adopts the proposals made by the South West Assembly for plots for Travelling Showpeople on the basis of their commissioned research. This allocates additional plots at county rather than district level.

16.  The approach in the South West can be seen as one which allocates pitches/plots on a ‘need where it arises’ basis according to the best and most robust evidence available.

East of England

17.  The East of England started its single issue review before the South West, but the process has been longer and the Examination in Public of the preferred option is programmed for mid October 2008. The Review deals only with residential permanent pitches/sites and does not include requirements for plots for Travelling Showpeople.

18.  Because if its early start, several of the sub-regional GTAAs were not complete at the time the Regional Assembly was considering the development of Options. In addition, GTAAs which were complete were amongst the earliest in the country and several pre-dated the publication of Guidance on carrying out GTAAs even in draft form. The brief for the research commissioned by CLG and several Regional Assemblies to develop guidance to regional planning bodies on RSS reviews on Gypsies and Travellers specified that the proposed method should be tested in the East of England. Thus GTAAs completed at the time were benchmarked. Where figures were found not to be robust or where figures were not available, the formula proposed in the guidance (based on Caravan Count figures for authorised sites and unauthorised developments) was used to fill gaps. This initially constituted the pitch distribution for ‘need where it arises’. The figures have subsequently been refined following the completion, and benchmarking, of all regional GTAAs. 

19.  The distribution of current provision and unauthorised sites in the East of England is extremely uneven. Since current provision and need arising are closely linked, the top four authorities accounted for 45% of estimated additional pitch requirements. In this context, the Regional Assembly developed, and consulted on, an Option whereby every local authority was allocated at least 15 pitches. These redistributed pitches were broadly ‘top-sliced’ from the authorities with greatest current provision and requirements on a ‘need where it arises’ basis. 

20.  Following sustainability appraisal and consultation, this more even distribution was adopted as the preferred Option which will be examined in October. The rationale for this approach is set out in paragraph 5.16 of the Regional Spatial Strategy Single Issue Review: Planning for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation in the East of England Draft Policy (February 2008):

5.16  The current pattern of provision of accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers is concentrated in particular parts of the region. The distribution of additional pitches in Policy H4 seeks to broaden the choice available to the Gypsy and Traveller community by providing at least some pitches in areas where previously little provision has been made. It also seeks to assist the delivery of pitches by widening the geographic distribution to increase provision in areas beyond those where the highest level of need is currently evident. However, notwithstanding these considerations, the distribution of additional pitches remains to a significant degree concentrated in parts of the region where Gypsies and Travellers currently reside.

21.  Thus the argument is partly based on increasing choice and partly on deliverability. Equity arguments are not made as such but seem to underlie the proposal. It is likely that this approach will prove contentious at the EiP.

South East

22.  The single issue review in the South East is less well advanced. In July 2008, the Regional Assembly approved a pitch total and four distribution Options for consultation. Only permanent residential pitches are included in the allocation (not including transit pitches). A separate estimate of plot requirements for Travelling Showpeople has been produced which, it is proposed, will be subject to similar distribution Options.

23.  South East GTAAs were benchmarked, and the benchmarking summaries were fed back to the authorities to inform the Advice process. Advice was sought on the basis of the sub-regional GTAA partnerships, but it could also be submitted by counties or unitary authorities. The Brief asked for Advice on pitch requirement totals and their distribution between authorities on a ‘need where it arises’ basis (Option A) and Option B based on planning opportunities and constraints. Two counties, both part of the same sub-regional GTAA, failed to endorse their GTAA estimate of pitch requirements. They re-calculated the ‘model’ using different assumptions which produced lower estimates of requirements. At the request of the Regional Assembly, a second round of Advice was sought, and two further county areas reviewed the GTAA pitch estimates and submitted lower figures. The Regional Assembly has agreed to consult on the pitch totals resulting from this two stage Advice process.

24.  All but one Advice group submitted Option B Advice. This had the effect of redistributing pitch requirements within the Advice group area to a greater or lesser extent depending on the assumptions made. 

25.  It was thought advisable to develop and consult on further options for five reasons:

· Options A and B are identical at county grouping level. Option B coverage is incomplete. Some Option A and B figures are not locally agreed.

· Procedural robustness: Government Office advice is to test a reasonable range of strategic policy alternatives to meet sustainability appraisal requirements. The process might be found unsound if options are unduly constrained; under Options A and B a single figure is being offered for some authorities or two options which are almost the same.

· CLG guidance explicitly promotes widening responsibility for pitch provision, including increasing supply and choice where there is little or no current provision. 10 authorities in the Region has neither local authority nor private authorised pitch provision.

· GTAA methodological limitations: most need is forecast where there are existing population concentrations. Existing concentrations are often based on historical reasons which may no longer apply and cannot be assumed to best represent where future provision should be made.

26.  To meet these concerns, Regional Assembly officers developed two further options which redistributed pitch requirements between Advice group areas. These adopted in simplified form the criteria most frequently used by local authorities in generating Advice on Option B. Two proxies were used:

· Land area free of major environmental constraints (total land area less 100% of SSSIs and floodrisk zones 2 and 3, and less 95% of Green Belt and AONBs) – representing constraints to development and environmental protection priorities.

· Population at 2016 – representing opportunities in the widest sense as Gypsies and Travellers need access to services and employment, and these are more readily available in populous areas.

Both are expressed for a particular area as a percentage of the regional total, and the two results averaged (to achieve equal weighting) to generate a percentage share of the total number of pitches to be redistributed. 

27.  Following this approach, two Options were developed by redistributing different proportions of the Option B area total:

Option C : 50% of the Option B total is retained, to which is added the share of redistributed pitches indicated by the averaged score.

Option D : 75% of the Option B total is retained, to which is added the share of redistributed pitches indicated by the averaged score.

Thus Option C has the greatest potential (and actual) redistributive effect.

28.  The report from the Director of Planning to the Regional Assembly meeting on 16 July 2008 in which this methodology is explained makes two further points:

· The Options are proposed purely for the purposes of consultation.

· While Options C and D have the effect of spreading pitch requirements away from the areas of current concentration and towards areas of lower concentration, this is not the basis of the redistribution but the outcome of the process based on planning criteria. (The possibility of using a ‘more even spread’ approach as in the East of England had been rejected earlier for the South East.)

29.  Thus the South East approach, to date, concentrates on ‘need where it arises’ and different assumptions for allocating some pitch requirements in line with planning considerations of constraints, sustainability and opportunities.

Culture, Sport and Tourism

	Question CU1: Existing and proposed policies in the RSS already include aspects of culture, in particular draft Policy SR2 (Creating Sustainable Communities) and existing Policies PA10 (Tourism and Culture), QE4 and QE5 (Green space and the Historic Environment).  Do you think that these policies are sufficiently detailed and robust to deliver the cultural needs in your area?  If not, how can the RSS best ensure cultural policy is strengthened and interlinked with other policy areas to ensure culture plays its part in delivering renaissance?


In general S4/4 authorities considered that existing/draft RSS policies, SR2 and PA10, are adequate subject to some amendments but some suggested policy developments were provided:

In relation to PA10 specific advice includes:

· to update to reflect new strategies/publications, 

· to review the list of facilities as it is too general with a mix of large/small/types facilities, 

· to focus on key regional facilities and cross border issues only to add value – not just list

· to clearly safeguard facilities

· to extend the categories include historic parks

In relation to QE4 one S4/4 authority considered the policy to be too local and non-strategic and should be deleted.

Other suggestions included:

· to define culture more tightly – it currently attempts to be all encompassing which is not possible in the context of the revision

· to develop ‘cultural packages’ for strategic locations to increase visitors/support regional status of such locations

· to develop cross cutting themes in early RSS chapters with specific polices/chapter on culture focussing on Quality of Life

· to include policies which protect and enhance facilities

· to link policies to implementation mechanisms to support delivery

· to make links to MLAs case studies to show how works in practice

· to undertake research to develop a creative economy policy

	Question CU2: Are there any regionally significant cultural assets in your area which have been missed or you think should not be included in the list?  If so please state why, provide details of proposed additions (which meet definition above) which should include the name, postcode and any other supporting information.


The monumental task of trying to identify all regional and sub-regional assets is recognised and it is suggested that the definition and list of facilities should be reviewed with a focus only on those that are genuinely sub-regional and above.  

The presentation of the asset list is also suggested to be reconfigured to be divided up in terms of asset categories e.g. sport, general tourism, business tourism etc. making it easier to follow. 

Most S4/4 authorities included a list of additional facilities, which they considered should be included, from Chasewater in Staffordshire to the Ricoh Arena.  The list of suggested sites/facilities has been forwarded to the consultants.

Prior to consultation on the spatial options it is important that BOP consultants, with the WMRA and cultural policy lead, consider the views of the S4/4 authorities, that the definition and scope of assets included in the revision is reviewed (perhaps we should only include regional assets?) and that a final draft list of assets is agreed.

	Question CU3: Are there any regionally significant cultural facilities being planned in your area which the RPB needs to take into account and what opportunities are there in your areas that might help to address strategic gaps or spatial issues associated with cultural provision. If possible please state the facility’s expected location, what stage in the planning process has been reached and how are they being funded. 


Several suggestions were put forward from the new football centre near Burton on Trent to a new Library and History Centre for Worcester.  These need to be considered in the context of the mapping and gapping research when this is completed and published prior to developing the options.

	Question CU4:  Are there any specific spatial issues are you aware of in relation to cultural assets in your area (e.g. accessibility, quality of assets etc)?


S4/4 authorities identified some spatial issues relating to specific sites e.g. the need to upgrade the NEC, to enhance Lichfield Cathedral and to protect the Bass brewery museum.

General spatial issues included access (lack of public transport access; poor car parking and clear signage), quality of assets, the impact housing growth on natural cultural assets and the impact of major flooding on assets/tourism.

	Question CU5: What do you think are the priorities for the provision of new regionally significant cultural assets within your Local Authority? 


S4/4 authorities made various suggestions which in general related to improving existing facilities (e.g. the regeneration of Telford Town Centre, a replacement library in Birmingham and improvement of Worcestershire County Cricket Ground) but also included new assets such as World of Rugby and a 50m swimming pool in Birmingham.

These will need to be considered in the context of the final research report and mapping and gapping exercise prior to developing options.

	Question CU6: Where strategic gaps in provision are identified through the research project, how should the RSS seek to remedy those gaps?  

a) Overarching criteria based policy

b) Specific area or asset based proposals? (e.g. should the RSS identify a broad location or specific criteria for a regionally important 50m swimming pool)

c) Other – please specify


Advice was not consistent ranging from criteria based policies only (the role of site identification being that of the LDFs) to identification of specific sites where proposals are well developed and need a central/accessible location.   However there was a general preference for criteria based policy with an acceptance that where specific gaps might be identified there could be a need identify a specific area but in all circumstances policy should only relate to broad geographical areas leaving site specific issues to be addressed by local policy.

Once the spatial gaps have been identified it will be possible to develop policy options to deliver proposed development.  These could be the subject of options consultation.

	Question CU7: What is the best way the RSS can seek to ensure new development delivers cultural services and facilities at a local level?

a) Rely on the proposed new policy in RSS Revision 2 – SR2 Sustainable Communities

b) Develop a cultural tariff approach 

c) Use the RSS Implementation Plan

d) Other – please specify


The S4/4 authorities generally supported draft RSS policy SR2 with local policies/S106s providing the mechanism for delivery.  

There was some interest in the tariff approach but the final results of the government project to develop the cultural tariff need to be considered along with the new guidance on the Community Infrastructure Levy.  Some S4/4s considered any tariff should be developed locally but with a need for a strong policy in the RSS, which could be implemented at a local level, to address sub-regional/regional/cross boundary facility provision through CIL.

The implementation plan was also considered important in delivering more specific proposals that might be identified as a result of the mapping exercise.

Spatial options could include policies/proposals to build on the generality of SR2 and identify specific regional/sub-regional/cross border proposals in the RSS (to be identified through the research project) linked to the CIL bid procedures and delivered/monitored through the implementation plan and LDFs?

	Question CU8:  Do you consider that policy options should explore asset and/or location based priorities or should the RSS restrict policy to criteria based generic policy options?  If you think location based options should be considered how specific should the RSS be with regard to identifying a location, e.g. identify a sub-regional area to which specific criteria based options could apply?




To some extent it is difficult to answer this without the results from the research work however two thirds of S4/4s preferred the criteria based approach with a general recognition from some that if specific regional gaps are identified then broad locations might need to be indicated in the RSS.  It was also suggested that any location identification should be restricted to regional assets only with sub-regional assets being identified through LDFs.

Maggie Taylor - Culture, Sport and Tourism Policy Lead - 27th August 2008

Quality of the Environment
RSS PHASE 3 REVISION: S4(4) AUTHORITIES ADVICE ON ENVIRONMENT

SUMMARY 

Policy update

Question EN1: In what ways do the current Quality of the Environment policies need to be updated, and what evidence needs to taken into account? 

Question EN2: How can the Quality of the Environment policies be made more regionally distinctive? 
· Environmental policies need to be stronger and better integrated with those promoting or directing development, developing work on Sustainable Region (SR) policies in Phase 2, and taking account of implications of climate change, the growth agenda, and for key environmental services. Address key issue of poor environmental quality of much of the Major Urban Areas (MUAs)

· RSS should identify areas where improvements to urban environment and townscape needed, related to MUAs, Regeneration Zones and Settlements of Significant Development (SSDs), reflecting both urban and rural renaissance agenda, and promote concept of green infrastructure  (GI) using landscape characterisation

Integrated approach

Question EN3: What should be included in the proposed overarching environmental policy? Should the environmental capacity approach be adopted as part of the RSS revision and if so, what are the limits or thresholds for environmental assets beyond which their benefits would be diminished or lost? What evidence exists or is needed to support your view?

Question EN4: What criteria or principles should be used for guiding the protection, conservation, enhancement and management of environmental assets (e.g. greenspace, the historic environment, landscape and tranquillity, biodiversity and nature conservation resources, forestry and woodlands, and the water environment as set out in the Quality of the Environment policies) and for taking account of the social and economic benefits of the assets?

Question EN5: Has a Green Infrastructure network been identified in your area/sub-region? Is there a Green Infrastructure Planning strategy?
· Set context reflecting SSDs and other growth areas, SR policies in Phase 2 and priority of addressing areas of poor environmental quality. Considerable reservations about use of environmental capacity approach, suggest continuing assets based approach, use of landscape characterisation, development of GI concept, but including environmental limits where clearly defined

· Establish regional principles based on minimising damage, no net loss or net environmental benefit, living within the region’s environment, and proximity principle to promote positive approach and make use of existing guiding principles. Avoid region wide targets and further designations, but provide policy hierarchy for environmental assets

· GI studies and strategies in various stages of development across region. GI particularly important in urban areas where greenspaces have no formal designation

Flood risk

Question EN6: Has a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment been prepared for your area and to what level of assessment? What issues are of regional or sub-regional importance? 

Question EN7: What are the main sources of flooding in your area? What is the significance of surface water flooding compared with flooding from river water?

Question EN8: What criteria should be used for considering the flood risk of regionally significant development, e.g. sources of flood risk, flood zone, vulnerability of development, appropriateness of sustainable drainage?

Question EN9: What are the options for adaptation measures for existing development in areas vulnerable to flooding, e.g. flood defences, changes to land management, community realignment?
· Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) being prepared or completed across region, limited work on level 2. Key issues are promoting sustainable drainage and using catchment areas to consider the impact of potential large regionally significant developments across administrative boundaries
· Main sources in Shires from fluvial flooding, number of catchments with significant risk eg Upper Severn. Main issue in urban areas is growing threat from surface water flooding, likely to be exacerbated by urban intensification
· Use criteria identified in PPS25, Environment Agency (EA) constraints/flood zone maps for testing allocations, establish locational guidance where growth needed in zones 2 and 3. Need for further work on impacts of climate change
· EA Catchment Flood Management Plans provide broad policy options, adaptation and mitigation best dealt with at LDF level or in integrated drainage projects. Encourage preparation of surface water management plans
Energy

Question EN10: Are sub-regional targets for reducing energy usage or encouraging the use of renewable energy resources needed or is a regional target sufficient?
Question EN11: What criteria should be used for considering the provision of renewable energy resources, e.g. capacity, efficiency, impacts on the landscape, amenity? Should different criteria be used for different energy resources, e.g. wind, biomass, other?

Question EN12: Should the RSS include a Merton Rule style policy (providing for on-site renewable energy generation) as proposed in Policy SR3D of the WMRSS Phase Two Revision Draft? What thresholds should be agreed?

Question EN13: Should the RSS include a policy on the energy efficiency of existing development and how might it be worded and implemented?

Question EN14: How should a policy to promote the development of decentralised energy be developed for the RSS and should any thresholds for the size of schemes apply?
· No clear consensus on the need for sub-regional targets. Some authorities thought that a regional target for renewable energy was most appropriate whilst others suggested that targets should be disaggregated to at least sub-regional level

· RSS needs to include criteria for considering the provision of renewable energy but mixed views on whether the criteria should be general (as in the current RSS and PPS1 Supplement) or technology specific (eg criteria for biomass, CHP, wind etc). RSS should consider how to balance local environmental impact against wider environmental, economic and social benefit
· Clear consensus that a Merton Rule style policy in the RSS would be helpful, however, authorities felt that the issue was adequately considered in Phase 2 Draft Policy SR3
· Very strong view that energy efficiency in existing buildings is very important but cannot be implemented through the RSS, although two authorities did consider that a RSS policy would be useful
· All authorities recognised the importance of planning in facilitating the development of decentralised energy, but whilst some felt that a regional policy would be helpful, others felt that this was best considered at the local level, particularly given that Draft Policy SR3 deals with the issue
Green Belt

Question EN15: Do you agree with the approach being taken to this issue (i.e. examining the possibility of developing a new policy on the positive use and function of the Green Belt as a key component of the RSS)?

Question EN16: Should the outcome be in the form of a criteria based policy applicable to all parts of the Green Belt or should more specific sub-regional policies and proposals be identified? In either case, what sort of policy options should be identified for consultation?

Question EN17: Should the RSS policy identify priorities for the positive management and enhancement of the Green Belt for the uses and functions identified?

Question EN18: Should this approach be applied to the whole of the Green Belt, or to specific areas? If the latter, which areas?
· Wide variation in responses on approach from no need for change, through support for positive uses, but not function of Green Belt, to need for review. Some authorities strongly opposed to review or reopening Green Belt matters from Phase 2 

· Views vary from applying policy to all parts of Green Belt, to development of sub-regional policies at LDF level, and need for guidance on changes to boundaries

· Generally no need for guidance on management and enhancement as provided in PPG2, but could be applied to specific areas, such as role in supporting regeneration, or specific uses, especially in urban fringe

Maurice Barlow

Quality of the Environment Policy Lead

27th August 2008
Minerals Policy
Mineral Safeguarding
Question MN16: What advice would you give about the extent to which intra and inter-regional supply issues should be taken into account in determining future supplies of brick clays in the region up to 2026?
Question MN1: How should the regionally important mineral resources be presented in the RSS (e.g. general locations on a diagrammatic map, or a diagrammatic map hyperlinked to online mineral resource information)?
Question MN2: What matters should be covered by any policies prepared for safeguarding regionally important minerals?

Question MN3: What mechanisms should be used to report and monitor the impact of the sterilisation on mineral resources in the Region?
Question MN4: What guidance should be given to Minerals Planning Authorities (MPAs) on the operation and management of safeguarding minerals?

· General support for a diagrammatic map and explanatory note linked to online resource information for the presentation of the information.

· A regionally specific policy is required to define consultation distances, important mineral infrastructure and borrow pits, and measures to prevent sterilisation; help define local MSA’s; ensure comprehensive working of deposits and prevent early closure; and define the following mineral resources:-


-
brick clays and aggregates


-
shallow coalfields


-
industrial silica sand in Worcestershire


-
building/dimension stone of historic importance

· General support for a reporting/monitoring mechanism for sterilisation issues to cover:-


-
Number of planning permissions granted contrary to MPA advice.


-
Area and tonnage of minerals sterilised.


-
Scale and quality of sterilised minerals.


-
Progress on the definition of local MSA’s.

· Use of MPA’s and RAWP AMR’s advocated together with support for more LPA involvement through the development control process (regional conformity).

· No consensus on additional guidance required for MPA’s.  Some say guidance is not required, others guidance is required for specific issues including approach to be used inside/outside MUA’s.

Aggregates
Question MN5: How will Climate Change affect the accessibility and availability of minerals to meet the Region’s future needs?

Question MN6: If the current sub-regional apportionment set out in Policy M2 is extended to 2026 will you be able to sustain and possibly increase production levels up to that date and beyond?

Question MN7: If there are shortfalls in sand and gravel and/or crushed rock production levels elsewhere in the region due to economic/social/environmental constraints, do you have the capacity to help meet any or all of that shortfall?  If you cannot meet all of the shortfall what contribution could you make and over what time scale?

Question MN8: Are the “sub-regions” set out in policy M2 still relevant?  What changes, if any, should be made?

Question MN9: What proportion of future aggregate requirements in the region should be met by alternative sources of materials?

Question MN10: Should the future supply of alternative sources of materials be apportioned locally to each MPA or groups of MPA’s or through sub-regions?  How should that apportionment be determined?
· LA’s consuming aggregates will require access to resources.

· All LA’s producing materials have highlighted issues with local environmental limits/constraints on maintaining production levels beyond 2026.  Particular issues with continued production of crushed rock in specific areas.

· No LA has indicated that it is able to meet shortfalls elsewhere if production levels cannot be maintained. 

· More emphasis should be placed on meeting local demand from local supplies including alternative materials.

· Suggestions that the current sub-regional arrangements be changed to:-


-
Staffordshire, Stoke and Walsall


-
County Solihull and Warwickshire


-
Worcestershire


-
Herefordshire


-
Shropshire


-
Telford and Wrekin

· The proportion of aggregate produced from alternative materials should be 27% as set out in the draft revised national/regional guidelines 2008.

· No support for apportioning the alternative materials requirement across the sub-regions.

Brick Clays
Question MN11: What matters should be covered by any new policy(ies) for brick clays?

Question MN12: What guidance should be given to MPA’s to help them provide future supplies of brick clays up to 2026?  For example, should it cover the level of provision of future supplies or provision linked to specific brickworks and/or mechanisms for dealing with sourcing of materials from distant locations either within or outside the Region?
Question MN13: What advice would you give on the extent to which the blending of clays (sourced both intra and inter regionally) should be a factor in determining the level of future supplies of brick clays in the West Midlands?
Question MN14: What criteria should be used to define the broad locations for the development of possible strategic stockpiles of clay reserves (including fireclays) for future use by the brick industry?
Question MN15: What advice would you give about the management mechanisms that should be put in place at the regional level to ensure that the stockpiles remain accessible and available for the brick industry during the life of the RSS?
· A specific policy is required to safeguard resources and sites, provide adequate and locally based supplies, protect amenity, secure site restoration, contribute to the regional economy, support extensions to existing sites where feasible, provide for off-site stockpiling and provide for comprehensive working.

· Support the maintenance of production for all brickworks/tileries for 25 years across the region.

· Need to define market areas and their proximity to existing brickworks/tileries.

· No requirement to make specific provision for blending.

· Need for more monitoring of information and data on the demand for and supply of brick clays and fireclays.

· Some support for the creation of off site strategic stockpiles which should be located:-


-
Near to supplies.


-
Near to brickworks.


-
In places accessible to suitable roads/rail.


-
Where it is possible to minimise/avoid significant environmental impacts.


-
Near to existing/future markets.


-
Where the stockpiles can be readily accessed over time.

· No overall consensus on who should manage the process of identifying/creating and maintaining strategic stockpiles and how it could be achieved.

· There does not appear to be a problem with intra/inter region supplies of brick clays.
Paul Wilcox

Minerals Policy Lead
PAGE  
6

